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Cet article a pour but d'apporter un éclairage complémentaire en ce qui
concerne la justice organisationnelle dans le domaine de la rémunération. On y fait
état de recherches réalisées auprès de six cents salariés appartenant à trois
organisations canadiennes différentes. Les résultats révèlent que les salariés
dissocient bien la satisfaction à l'égard du salaire, de la satisfaction à l'égard des
avantages sociaux. Ils montrent également que les perceptions de justice
distributives permettent de mieux prédire la satisfaction à l'égard du salaire que les
perceptions de justice procédurales. Le résultat est inverse en ce qui concerne la
satisfaction à l'égard des avantages sociaux : les perceptions de justice procédurales
sont de meilleurs prédicteurs que les perceptions de justice distributives. Ils
montrent enfin que la perception de justice distributive concernant les salaires joue
un rôle plus important que la justice procédurale dans la satisfaction à l'égard du
travail et à l'égard de l'entreprise.
The objective of our study is to provide a complementary approach
with regard to organizational justice in the domain of compensation. It presents
research undertaken on a sample of six hundred employees in three different
Canadian organizations. The results reveal that employees distinguish clearly
between pay satisfaction and benefit satisfaction, and that distributive justice
perceptions are better predictors of pay satisfaction than procedural justice
perceptions. This result is reversed for employee benefit satisfaction: procedural
justice perceptions are better predictors than distributive justice perceptions.
Lastly, the results show that distributive justice perceptions with regard to pay play
a more important role than procedural justice in job satisfaction and satisfaction
with the organization.
Mots Clés : Justice organisationnelle, satisfaction du salaire, satisfaction des
avantages sociaux, attitudes au travail
Keywords : Organizational justice, pay and benefit satisfaction, work attitudes1
Introduction
The performance of a business is often related to the commitment of its
employees to collective values, which itself is a prerequisite for cooperative
behaviour. Among the factors likely to improve individual commitment, the
perception of justice, is clearly one of the values to which employees are the
most sensitive. Research into justice in the workplace has emphasized two
aspects: distributive and procedural justice. Distributive justice seeks to
explain how individuals react to the amount and form of compensation they
receive. Procedural justice, on the other hand, examines the reactions of
individuals to the procedures used to determine compensation. Distributive
justice focuses on "ends", procedural justice on "means" (Sweeney &
McFarlin, 1993).
It is difficult to fully understand justice in the workplace without taking these
two approaches into consideration. Several studies have shown that each form
of justice has its own determinants and independent effects. For example, it
has been demonstrated that distributive justice perceptions have a greater
influence over attitudes towards the results of decisions, and process justice
perceptions are more useful for predicting attitudes towards institutions.
However, the universality of this rule is not absolute, and it would seem that
the role of justice varies according to organizational context and types of
rewards (Greenberg, 1996).
In connection with compensation, Heneman and Schawb (1985) have shown
that pay satisfaction is a multidimensional construct, and that the antecedents
and consequences of pay satisfaction can vary according to the various
dimensions of compensation. According to Heneman and Schawb,
compensation should be viewed in five dimensions: pay level, pay increase,
pay structure, employee benefits and pay administration. The validity of these
dimensions has been examined in several studies (Carraher, 1991; Scarpello et
al., 1988; Mulvey et al., 1992; Judge & Welbourne, 1994), and the results are
inconsistent as regards the number of dimensions. On the other hand, it seems
that satisfaction with pay level and employee benefits has sound psychometric
properties and that these dimensions are impermeable to organizational
context. The studies of organizational justice have, for their most part, been
limited to considerations of the pay level and pay increase dimensions in the
American context . This is surprising when one considers the growing
importance of employee benefit costs in overall employee compensation
packages (Tremblay, Sire & Pelchat, 1998). Our research is thus aimed at
achieving two main objectives: (1) assessing the influence of organizational
justice on employee benefit satisfaction and pay satisfaction in a French2
cultural context; and (2), examining the influence of organizational justice and
compensation satisfaction on attitudes towards the job and the organization.
The influence of organizational justice on pay and benefit satisfaction
The relation between the perception of distributive justice and pay satisfaction
has been the principal focus of researchers. The model most often quoted in
the literature to explain the effects of distributive justice is Adams’ theory
(1965), according to which individuals assess pay justice by comparing their
contributions and compensation to those of other individuals, termed
"referents". Although a large number of taxonomies have been proposed
(Blau, 1994), it seems that pay satisfaction is linked to distributive justice
perceptions (Oldham et al., 1986; Ronen, 1986; Sweeney, 1990; Summers &
Hendrix, 1991; Berkowitz et al., 1987; Folger & Konovsky, 1989 ; Martin &
Benett, 1996) and that it varies according to classes of referents (Scholl et al.,
1987; Summers & DeNisi, 1990; Dyer & Thériault, 1976; Capelli & Sherer,
1988; Tayler & Vest, 1992; Blau, 1994).
Most of these studies have relied on measurements of pay equity perception,
and general measurements of pay satisfaction. As far as we know, the effect
of distributive justice perceptions regarding employee benefits on employee
benefit satisfaction has rarely been examined. The work of Greenberg (1996)
on justice has shown that the theory of equity can apply to a range of
elements; it is therefore possible, as suggested by Carraher et al. (1992), that
employee benefit equity, like pay equity, can influence satisfaction with
compensation. To our knowledge, only three studies have tested the impact of
distributive fairness on benefit satisfaction. Williams (1995) found a positive
relationship between benefit standard comparisons and benefit level
satisfaction. Individuals who rated their current level of benefit coverage as
being better than the coverage of others were more satisfied. For their part,
Davis and Ward (1995) found evidence that employee perceptions of
distributive justice are important predictors of benefit satisfaction. Finally,
Martin and Bennett (1996) observed a significant causal link between
distributive justice and benefit satisfaction. The research evidence suggests
the following hypotheses:
H-1 There exists a positive relationship between distributive justice
regarding pay and pay satisfaction.
H-2 There exists a positive relationship between distributive justice
regarding benefits and employee benefit satisfaction.
To understand why individuals react in one way or another to unfair3
treatment, we must look at a second form of fairness in organizational
matters ; procedural justice. Procedural justice is concerned with individual
reactions to the process used to establish reward. Research on this question
has shown that employees are able to make a clear distinction between « the
ends» and «the means» (Thibault & Walker, 1975  ; Sheppard & Lewicki,
1987 ; Dailey & Kirk, 1992) and that these two notions have independent
effects (Alexander & Ruderman, 1987  ; Folger & Kovosky, 1989  ;
Sweeney & McFarlin, 1993 ; Scarpello & Jones, 1996 ; Martin & Bennett,
1996).
Two procedural components seem to be relevant from the compensation
standpoint, i.e., degree of control over the process leading to pay-related
decisions, and degree of control over compensation decisions. Some authors
have shown that control over the process and decision-making, for example,
by giving employees the opportunity to choose a desired compensation form,
to participate in the design of a compensation system, to voice the results of
compensation decisions, or to receive accurante information, can produce a
strong sense of process justice and a more positive attitudes to the results and
the organization (Folger & Bies, 1990 ; Leventhal, 1980 ; Lind & Taylor,
1988 ; Sheppard et al., 1992 ; Greenberg, 1996)
Early studies testing the effect of process components in the field of
compensation showed that perceptions of procedural justice explained a large
portion of the variance in pay satisfaction (Dyer & Thériault, 1976 ; Weiner,
1980). Similary, Jenkins & Lawler (1981) found a link between involvement
in compensation decisions and pay satisfaction. Folger and Konovsky (1989)
also found a positive and significant link satisfaction and the existence of an
appeal process in the determination of pay increases. More recently, Martin
and Bennett (1996) found a weak, but significant relationship between
procedural justice regarding pay and pay satisfaction.
 However, the influence of process justice on employee benefit satisfaction
has yet to be clearly demonstrated. To our knowledge, only the studies of
Mulvey (1992), Martin and Bennett (1996) and Tremblay, Sire and Pelchat
(1998) have evaluated the links between procedural justice and employee
benefit satisfaction. Mulvey (1992) found that the possibility of appealing
pay-related decisions and constancy in the application of pay policies were
positively linked to employee benefit satisfaction. The study by Tremblay et
al. (1998) established a link between the level of involvement in decisions
(procedural justice) and employee benefit satisfaction. This study, however,
also found that employee benefit satisfaction was based more on an accurate
benefit communication program (interpersonal justice) than on involvement in4
decisions and the choice of employee benefits. For their part, Martin and
Bennett (1996) found a weak, but significant relationship between procedural
justice regarding benefits and benefits satisfaction.
All these studies point to the conclusion that justice perceptions derive not
only from the level of involvement in the process, but also from the degree of
control over making the decisions that produce results. Allowing employees
to choose their mode of compensation increases their sense of control and the
likelihood of meeting their needs, thereby raising the level of satisfaction
(Farh, Griffeth & Balkin, 1991). It is thus possible to conclude that a sense of
procedural justice has an influence on pay and benefit satisfaction.
H-3 There exists a positive relationship between procedural justice
regarding pay and pay satisfaction.
H-4 There exists a positive relationship between procedural justice
regarding benefits and employee benefit satisfaction.
The consequences of organizational justice and compensation satisfaction
Justice perceptions with regard to pay have consequences on other elements in
the work relationship. A sense of pay equity can increase employment and job
satisfaction (Ago et al., 1993; Witt & Nye, 1992; Berg, 1991; Summers &
Hendrix, 1991; Moorman, 1991; Covin et al., 1993 ; Sweeney & McFarlin,
1997) and satisfaction with the organization (Alexander & Ruderman, 1987;
Ronen, 1986).
Additional research has also led to the conclusion that procedural justice
regarding pay provides a better explanation of satisfaction with institutions
and loyal behaviour than does distributive justice (Alexander & Ruderman,
1987; Folger & Konovsky, 1989  ; Scarpello & Jones, 1996  ; Martin &
Bennett, 1996 ; Sweeney & McFarlin, 1997). More specifically, confidence in
management and authorities seems to be based more on process justice than
on results justice.
Other work has concentrated on the relation between procedural justice
perceptions and job satisfaction, producing divergent conclusions. Ruderman
and Alexander (1987), Moorman (1991) and Sweeney and McFarlin, (1997)
have observed that employment/job satisfaction is better explained by process
justice, while Dailey and Kirk (1992), like Lowe and Vodanivich (1995),
found a closer relation between distributive justice and employment/job
satisfaction. None of these studies, however, assessed the influence of5
procedural justice based on employee benefit satisfaction. From our
knowledge, only Martin and Bennett (1996) have evaluated the individual role
of process justice regarding benefits. Their study revealed that process
fairness has a significant and direct effect on organizational commitment, and
this effect is stronger than distributive fairness. Since employee benefit
policies sometimes referred to as organizational membership rewards are
above all designed to promote long-term attitudes and behaviour (such as
faithfulness, loyalty, and assiduity) rather than short-term outcomes (such as
work performance), it is possible that a strong sense of justice with regard to
employee benefits has a greater influence over attitudes towards the employer
and work than the perception of pay equity. Thus, the following hypotheses
are proposed:
H-5 Distributive and procedural justice regarding pay are positively
linked to satisfaction with the organization and job satisfaction.
H-6 Distributive and procedural justice regarding benefits are positively
linked to satisfaction with the organization and job satisfaction.
H-7 Relative to organizational justice with pay, organizational justice
with employee benefits will be a stronger predictor of organization and job
satisfaction.
Theoretical models (such as those of Lawler, 1971 and Deckop, 1992) are
generally based on the idea that pay satisfaction has an influence over
workplace attitudes and behaviour. However, relatively few studies have
examined this question. Their findings have shown that pay satisfaction can
affect the desire to join a union (Weiner, 1980), employment and job
satisfaction (Summers & Hendrix, 1991; Reid & McGhan, 1987; Covin et al.,
1993  ; Tremblay & Roussel, 1998), satisfaction with the organization and
with supervision (Covin et al., 1993  ; Tremblay & Roussel, 1998);
absenteeism (Weiner, 1980; Covin et al., 1993), staff turnover (Covin et al.,
1993) and extra- and intra-role behaviour (Lee, 1995; Covin et al., 1993).
The influence of employee benefit satisfaction has generated even less
research. The study of Covin et al. (1993) suggests that benefit satisfaction
can have a favourable influence over a range of workplace attitudes and
behaviour. Carraher et al. (1992) have studied the effect of employee benefit
satisfaction on workplace behaviour. However, only the variable intent to be
absent was tested. These considerations have led us to formulate the two
following hypotheses:6
H-8 Pay satisfaction has a positive influence over attitudes to the job and
the organization.
H-9 Employee benefit satisfaction has a positive influence over attitudes
to the job and the organization.
Methodology
Population
The data for this study were collected from three Canadian organizations: an
insurance company, a beverage manufacturing firm and a university. The
insurance company has a traditional employee benefit system, whereas the
other two have introduced flexible benefit systems. A total of 285 individuals
responded to the survey, representing 42.4% of the target population. The
socio-demographic profile of the respondents was as follows: 63% were
female, 30% were university graduates, their average age was 37 and their
average seniority in the job concerned was 7 years.
Measurement of variables
Distributive justice perceptions were measured using the instrument designed
by Tremblay, St-Onge and Toulouse (1997). Distributive justice with regard
to pay and employee benefits was broken down into justice based on needs,
internal equity (immediate supervisor and colleagues) and external equity
(other organizations). For each of these referents, respondents were asked to
locate their pay and benefits on a 7-point scale (-3= considerably less, 0=
more or less the same, +3 = considerably more). A factor analysis was
performed to ascertain whether the referents represented distinct concepts.
The employee benefits equity measure obtained a Cronbach alpha = 0.70, and
the pay equity measure, a Cronbach alpha = of 0.74.
Procedural justice was measured using three elements: involvement,
communication, and the possibility of choosing employee benefits. The first
element was measured to assess the degree of justice with respect to employee
involvement in decisions relating to pay level and employee benefits.
Respondents were asked to indicate, on a scale of one to five (1=others make
the decisions, 3= equal contribution to the decision process, 5= the decision is
entirely up to me) , their actual level of involvement in decision-making
related to pay and benefits. Communication was measured by an indicator
relating to the quality of the employee benefit information received. This
items was measured using a 5-point scale from «highly unsatisfactory» (1) to7
«highly satisfactory» (5). To measure the flexibility or degree of choice of
employee benefits, we compared the organization that had no flexibility
(assigned the code "0") with the two organizations with flexible systems
(assigned the code "1").
To measure benefits satisfaction, we drew on the work of Lust and
Danehower (1992). In accordance with their instrument, the satisfaction
concept was broken down into two dimensions: satisfaction with the cost of
employee benefits, and satisfaction with the quality. The first dimension was
measured using four indicators, the second using three. The two dimensions,
after analysis, did not seem to be independent. However, the degree of
internal consistency for both items was very satisfactory, with a Cronbach
alpha = 0.87. Pay satisfaction (alpha = 0.74, six items), organization
satisfaction (alpha = 0.70, 12 items) and job satisfaction (alpha = 0.79, 14
items) were measured using the Managerial Scale of Warr and Routledge
(1969).ince individual difference variables can influence perceptions, we
introduced the following control variables into the first stage of the
hierarchical regression: sex, age, number of dependents, level of education,
seniority, pay level and proportion of employee benefits in the overall
compensation package.
Statistical analysis
We carried out hierarchical regression analyses to assess the share of
explained variance (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). For the employee benefit and pay
satisfaction models, we introduced control variables in first stage , benefit-
related distributive justice in second stage, benefit-related process justice in
the third stage, pay-related distributive justice in the fourth stage and
pay-related process justice in the fifth stage. The same procedure was
followed for the job satisfaction model, except that we introduced benefit
(stage 6) and pay satisfaction (stage 7). For the organization satisfaction
model, we introduced all above variables and job satisfaction (stage 8). To
examine the incremental variations in satisfaction measures explained by the
predictors, we used usefulness analysis (Darlington, 1968). Several
combinations of variable inputs were tested in order to examine the
contribution of the independent predictors.
Results
Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations and correlation matrix of the
variables studied. Inspection of the correlations shows there is no8
multicollinearity. It should be noted that there is significant but a low
correlation (r=.22) between pay satisfaction and employee benefit satisfaction.
This result suggests that these two compensation dimensions are perceived
relatively independently.
Table 2 sets out the results of the regressions. In connection with hypotheses 1
and 2, which concern the influence of distributive justice on employee benefit
satisfaction and pay satisfaction, when the influence of demographic variables
has been taken into account, distributive justice accounts for 10% (F=4.5,
p<.01) of employee benefit satisfaction and 26% (F=22.9, p<.001) of pay
satisfaction. It can be seen that, according to the specifications of the model,
perceptions of employee benefit equity with respect to needs ((b2=0.23,
p<.01) is the only facet of equity significantly related to benefit satisfaction.
For pay satisfaction, results show that all comparison standards, that is to say,
external equity (b2=0.27, p<0.01), needs equity (b2=0.28, p<.01), colleagues
(b2=0.16, p<.05) and superior equity (b2=0.13, p<.05) are significantly
related to this facet of satisfaction.
In connection with hypotheses 3 and 4, which concern the relation between
procedural justice and compensation satisfaction, when the influence of
demographic and distributive justice variables has been taken into account,
the process justice variables related to benefits add an extra 24% (F=18.1, p.<.
01) to employee benefit satisfaction, but process justice related to pay has no
significant influence on pay satisfaction. Our results reveal that
communication has the greatest effect on employee benefit satisfaction
(b2=.50, p<0.001).
Hypotheses 5, 6 and 7, which concern the relation between organizational
justice variables and job and organization satisfaction, are only partially
confirmed. The contribution of employee benefit fairness predictors to job
satisfaction is negligible, flexibility of benefit plan is the only component of
organizational justice that has influence on job satisfaction… The contribution
of pay-related organizational justice to job satisfaction is also not significant.
The only component of distributive justice regarding pay that has a significant
influence on job satisfaction is the perception of external equity. With respect
to the explanatory model for organization satisfaction, the predictive power
remains low (R
2=
 0.28, p<.001). However, our results show that distributive
justice related to pay has a significant incremental power (add 9%, F=3.1,
p<.05) on satisfaction with organization. Perception of superior equity is the
only facet of distributive justice that has a influence on organization
satisfaction ((b2=.16, p<0.05).
Lastly, in connection with hypotheses 8 and 9, which concern the relation9
between pay and employee benefit satisfaction and job and organization
satisfaction, neither of these two facets of compensation satisfaction has a
significant influence. Although we formulated no hypothesis about the
influence of job satisfaction on organization satisfaction, our analysis show it
to be a strong predictor (b2=0.49, p<.001).
Table 3 presents the results of the usefulness analysis, which shed some light
on the preceding observations. First, concerning employee benefit
satisfaction, the analysis provide a clear demonstration of the contribution
made by process justice. Once all other predictors of this model have been
taken into account, process justice accounts for over 23% of explained
variance. Second, pay satisfaction is much more influenced by distributive
rather than by process justice (R
2  =
  0.31 vs .01). Third, no
compensation-related justice or satisfaction variables seems to make much of
a contribution to job satisfaction, which seems to be best explained by
demographic variables. Four, the analysis carried out for organization
satisfaction show that distributive justice (pay and benefits) makes a greater
contribution than process justice (R
2 =
 0.08 vs .01 ). Our results reveal that
organizational justice variables have a significant independent contribution to
organization satisfaction after we have taken into account the effect of
demographic variables, pay and benefits satisfaction. Usefulness analysis
shows that the components of organizational justice explain far better the




The results of this study suggest that, (1) pay satisfaction and employee
benefit satisfaction are separate constructs that possess their own sets of
predictors; (2) the distributive and procedural justice dimensions must be
present if attitudes towards compensation are to be properly understood; and
(3) the perceptions of organizational justice and compensation satisfaction can
independently influence attitudes toward the organization.
Like several previous studies, we observed that pay satisfaction is influenced
by distributive justice, and that the latter is a better predictor of pay
satisfaction than procedural justice. For benefits satisfaction, as we have
shown, the logic is reversed. Contrary to the results of Martin & Bennett
(1996), in our study benefits satisfaction is influenced more by process justice
than by results justice. Procedural justice provides a better explanation of
employee benefit satisfaction than distributive justice, and this dimension of
compensation satisfaction is strongly influenced by communication quality. In
this respect, our results corroborate those obtained by Mulvey (1992). Our
results, together with that of Mulvey (1992), confirm the relevance of
communication in the field of employee benefits management. Difference
with Martin & Benettt (1996) results may be due in part to manner in which
process justice has been operationalized. In our study we used the presence of
three specific components to measure process justice rather than a global
evaluation of this justice.
In respect to compensation satisfaction, as in several previous studies (such as
Capelli & Sherer, 1988; Scholl et al., 1987; Blau, 1994; Summers & DeNisi,
1990; Ronan, 1986; Tremblay et al., 1997), we demonstrated the relevance of
external comparisons. However, perhaps not enough attention has been paid
to the role of needs justice. The work of Dornstein (1991) and Tremblay et al.
(1997) showed that needs are a relevant component of employees’ perceptions
of justice. Our research reveals that this form of distributive justice is as
important as external equity in terms of pay satisfaction. The fact that our
study used a mainly female sample, whose wages fall into the lower pay
brackets, perhaps explains why needs justice turned out to be an important
determinant of pay satisfaction. In the area of employee benefits satisfaction,
our results fail to identify the dominant referents. As the employee benefit
package does not differ within a job category, and differs only marginally
from that of adjacent categories (such as immediate supervisors), and that
external comparisons are a more complex exercise in case of benefits than
pay, that may explain why distributive justice fails to predict benefit
satisfaction.11
Our study was also designed to isolate the influence of justice and pay
satisfaction on job and organization satisfaction. Contrary to previous studies,
we found a mitigated relationship between distributive justice perceptions and
job satisfaction. Our findings suggest that there is a closer link between
process justice and job satisfaction than between distributive justice and job
satisfaction. This finding supports some earlier studies (ex  : Alexander &
Ruderman, 1987; Moorman, 1991 ; Sweeney & McFarlin, 1997), who found
that process justice was a better predictor of employment satisfaction than
distributive justice. More specifically, our results show that adoption of
flexible benefits and participation in pay program seem to enhance the job
satisfaction. Furthermore, like Summers and DeNisi (1990), we found that
pay satisfaction was a better predictor of job satisfaction than distributive
justice.  However, it is difficult to draw any conclusions about job satisfaction.
These inconclusive results may be explained in part by the methodology
used : whether or not the models include the two forms of justice in respect to
pay and benefits, whether or not they include pay and benefit satisfaction, and
whether job satisfaction or employment satisfaction is measured.
On the other hand, some interesting results concerning organization
satisfaction were obtained. First, contrary to some other researches, our results
suggest that distributive justice regarding pay and benefits provide a better
explanation of satisfaction with organization than does process justice. One
explanation of this divergent result with other studies may be in
operationalization of measures. For pay and benefits, we used four specific
measures of distributive justice rather than a global measure of distributive
justice and compensation satisfaction. It is interesting to point out that the
only measure significantly related to organization satisfaction is perception of
equity with respect to immediate supervisor for pay and benefits. This finding
suggests that unfairness regarding distribution of rewards regarding exempt
employees in comparison with distribution in non-exempt employees may
influence attitude toward authorities or institution as strongly as that
unfairness procedures. Second, our usefulness analysis indicates that
perception of organizational justice (distributive and process) is a better
predictor of organization satisfaction than satisfaction with pay and benefits
(13% vs 1%). This finding suggests that organizational justice may influence
confidence in management or organization independently whether employees
are satisfied or not with the policies of compensation.12
Limitations and conclusion
Although this research, carried out in a french-speaking context, produced
some interesting results and corroborated many studies in the field, some of
its limits must nevertheless be mentioned. First, since the study is based on a
limited number of employees working in three organizations on a specific
date, the results obtained have limited generalizability. Second, we used
single items to measure several variables. This may have influenced the
reliability of those variables. On the other hand, the pattern of results obtained
from these single-item measures across the three samples was generally
consistent. Third, the research design was cross-sectional, and it is thus not
possible to infer a causal relationship. Fourth, all variables, both independent
and dependent, are derived from the same questionnaire. This raises concerns
about shared variance due to a common measurement method. No statistical
technique provides proof of causation. Fifth, although the influence of certain
variables in compensation packages were controlled, including wage levels
and proportion of benefits in total compensation, we were unable to control
the effect of the real cost of employee benefits.
Beyond these important limitations, further research in the same vein is
needed. Research similar to ours, but using a different sub-population would
be extremely useful. It would be interesting to see whether public and private
employees react in similar ways, if shop-floor workers react differently than
managers, and if work attitudes and behaviors of unionized employees are
influenced in the same manner as non-unionized ones. Recent findings
(Scarpello & Jones, 1996 ; Sweeney & McFarlin, 1997) suggested that several
demographic variables moderate the relationship between justice perceptions
regarding pay and work- attitudes and behaviors. It would be useful to
examine if the findings can be generalize to the benefit dimension. Also, as
Scarpello & Jones (1996) point out, we know very little about principles or
rules that individuals use to classify pay procedures as fair or unfair, it is more
true in the case of benefits. Finally, as we pointed out before, future research
must pay attention to relationships between organizational justice, pay and
benefit satisfaction, and attitudes and behaviors at work.
This research has several implications for managers concerned with the
effeciency of compensation costs and the attitudes of the workforce. First, our
findings suggest that process justice is a better predictor of benefits
satisfaction than distributive justice. Like Martin and Bennett (1996) point
out, the economic costs of acting in a procedurally fair manner—involving
employees in the process related to benefits (ex : survey),-- giving employees
the possibility to choose their own benefit package (ex : flex plan),--informing13
employees adequately about their benefits—administrating the individual
claims on a timely basis—are minimal in comparison with distributive
fairness. Managers must also be aware that efficiency in managing the
benefits process enhances not only satisfaction with this facet, but also
satisfaction with the job itself. On other hand, organisation must not
underestimate the impact of distributive justice and satisfaction related to pay.
A good benefit package administered correctely will not produce the expected
attitudes and behaviors if employees perceive that the procedures or outcomes
of pay decisions are unfair.14
Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations Between Variables (N=285)
M e a n S . D 123456
1. Benefit satisfaction 20.4 5.2       
2. Pay satisfaction 11.1 4.6 0.22       
3. Job satisfaction 34.1 8.0 0.01 0.28       
4. Firm  satisfaction 26.0 6.8 0.08 0.29 0.40       
Distributive justice
regarding benefits
5. Superior 3.6  .76 0.14 0.16 0.08 0.13       
6. Colleagues 4.0  .46 0.15 0.26 0.03 0.10 0.39       
7. External 4.3 1.1 0.33 0.21 0.04 0.12 0.31 0.40
8. Needs 3.8  .77 0.32 0.23 0.03 0.07 0.35 0.41
Distributive justice
regarding Pay
9. Superior 3.8 1.1 0.22 0.29 0.04 0.15 0.04 0.16
10. Colleagues 3.7 1.0 0.10 0.49 0.13 0.13 0.21 0.40
11. External 3.8 1.1 0.16 0.54 0.22 0.20 0.21 0.25
12. Needs 4.7  .80 0.28 0.39 0.10 0.21 0.17 0.20
Process justice regarding
Benefits
13. Participation 2.1 1.3 0.06 0.04 0.08 0.08 0.20 0.10
14. Flexibility 0.8 0.4 0.20 0.01 0.08 0.17 0.05 -0.02
15. Communication 3.0 1.8 0.58 0.15 0.01 0.11 0.06 0.17
16. Process justice
regarding pay
1.3 0.6 0.10 0.07 0.13 0.11 0.05 0.04
(1) 0.14< r <0.16, p < 0.05; 0.16< r <0.18, p < 0.01; r >0.18, p < 0.00115
Table 1 (cont’d)
Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations Between Variables (N=285)
 7  8  9  10   11   12   13   14   15   16
      
0.46       
0.18 0.14       
0.16 0.26 0.16       
0.45 0.31 0.25 0.37       
0.11 0.19 0.28 0.24 0.21       
0.09 0.07 0.15 0.01 0.17 0.11       
-0.10 0.04 0.05 0.05 -0.14 0.01 0.18       
0.23 0.15 0.13 0.16 0.17 0.17 0.10 0.10       
0.04 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.06 0.18 0.10 0.26      
(1) 0.14< r <0.16, p < 0.05; 0.16< r <0.18, p < 0.01; r >0.18, p < 0.00116
Table 2
Results of the regression analysis  Between the Determinants and
Satisfaction Outcomes (1)
Satisfaction : Benefits Pay
b1 b2 R
2 > F b1 b2 R
2 > F
Control variables .06 .06 1.7 .13 .13 4.1***
Distributive/Benefits .16 .10 4.5** .21 .08 4.72***
Superior .02 .06 .11 .08
Colleagues .05 .01 .09 .03
External .15 .04 .12 .01
Needs .25* .23* .18* .02
Processus / Benefits .40 .24 18.1** .22 .01 .56
Participation .03 .01 .02 .07
Flexibility .06 .06 .01 .01
Communication .50*** .50*** .09 .07
Distributive / Pay .42 .02 1.4 .48 .26 22.9***
Superior .10 .19** .13*
Colleagues .11 .37** .16*
External .06 .50** .27**
Needs .03 .49** .28**





R ajusted .34 .42
(1) b1 represensts standardized regression coefficients at his stage of introduction; b2 represents
standardized regression coefficients in the final model.
+ p(.10) * (p<.05) ** (p<.01) *** (p<.001)17
Table 2 (cont’d)
Results of the Regression Analysis Between the Determinants and
Satisfaction Outcomes (1)
Satisfaction : Job Itself Organization
b1 b2 R
2 > F b1 b2 R
2 > F
Control variables .23 .23 5.8*** .07 .03 1.2
Distributive/Benefits .24 .01 .39 .11 .04 1.3
Superior .01 .01 .15 .22*
Colleagues .05 .07 .01 .07
External .07 .10 .09 .06
Needs .05 .02 .01 .11
Processus / Benefits .27 .03 1.4 .13 .02 2.1+
Participation .10 .15 .08 .10
Flexibility .20* .16+ .13 .07
Communication .05 .15 .05 .03
Distributive / Pay .29 .02 0.8 .22 .09 3.1*
Superior .05 .01 .24* .16*
Colleagues .17 .01 .10 .02
External .17 .21* .20* .03
Needs .02 .03 .28* .18
Process / Pay .19* .16+ .31 .02 3.4+ .19+ .10 .24 .02 1.6
Benefits Satisfaction .20* .20+ .34 .03 3.6* .09 .16 .24 .00 .59
Pay Satisfaction .02  .02 .34 .00 .36 .16 .12 .26 .02 1.01
Job Satisfaction .47*** .49*** .41 .15 25.8***
R2 .34 .41
R ajusted .20 .28
F 2.5*** 3.2.***
(1) b1 represensts standardized regression coefficients at his stage of introduction; b2 represents
standardized regression coefficients in the final model.










Distributive. (Benefits.) Beyond Process
(Benefits.)
0.02 1.5
Process (Benefits) Beyond Distributive
(Benefits)
0.23 18.3***
Distributive (Ben.), Process (Bene) Beyond
Distri (Pay), Process (Pay)
0.30 10.3***
Distribitive (Pay), Process (Pay.) Beyond
Distr (Ben.), Process (bene)
0.04 2..6*
Distributive (Pay) Beyond Process (Pay) 0.31 28.1***
Process (Pay) beyond Distributive (Pay) 0.03 8.0**
Distr (Pay), Process (Pay) Beyond Distr
(Benefits), Process (Benefits)
0.28 20.7***
Distr (Bene), Process (Bene) beyond Distr
(Pay), Process (Pay)
0.01 0.62
Distributive (Pay/Benefits) Beyond Process
(Pay/Benefits)
Process (Pay/Benefits) Beyond Distributive
(Pay/Benefits)
Distribu (Pay/Ben), Process (Pay/Ben)
Beyond Satisfaction (Pay/Ben.)
Satisfaction (Pay/Ben) Beyond Distribu
(Pay/Ben), Process (Pay/Ben)
Distributive (Pay/Benefits) Beyond Process
(Pay/benefits)
Process (Pay/Benefits) Beyond Distributive
(Pay/Benefits)




Justice, satisfacttion (Pay/Ben) Beyond Job
satisfaction













Distributive. (Benefits.) Beyond Process
(Benefits.)
Process (Benefits) Beyond Distributive
(Benefits)
Distributive (Ben.), Process (Bene) Beyond
Distri (Pay), Process (Pay)
Distribitive (Pay), Process (Pay.) Beyond
Distr (Ben.), Process (bene)
Distributive (Pay) Beyond Process (Pay)
Process (Pay) beyond Distributive (Pay)
Distr (Pay), Process (Pay) Beyond Distr
(Benefits), Process (Benefits)
Distr (Bene), Process (Bene) beyond Distr
(Pay), Process (Pay)
Distributive (Pay/Benefits) Beyond Process
(Pay/Benefits)
0.05 1.5
Process (Pay/Benefits) Beyond Distributive
(Pay/Benefits)
0.03 1..8
Distribu (Pay/Ben), Process (Pay/Ben)
Beyond Satisfaction (Pay/Ben.)
0.08 1.2
Satisfaction (Pay/Ben) Beyond Distribu
(Pay/Ben), Process (Pay/Ben)
0.01 1..2
Distributive (Pay/Benefits) Beyond Process
(Pay/benefits)
0.08 2.1*
Process (Pay/Benefits) Beyond Distributive
(Pay/Benefits)
0.01 1.4






Justice, satisfacttion (Pay/Ben) Beyond Job
satisfaction
0.15 1.9*
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